The primordial model, with its appeal to a metareligious absolute that is only dimly grasped by all the religions themselves, effectively excuses a Christian from the necessity of having to change her mind about anything of real importance. This is certainly not Ingram's intent, but it is the effect of his argument. The problem is often embedded within language that many will see as admirably tolerant. For example, Ingram thinks that "the sacred does not play favorites; all paths lead to the same summit ... and it does not ultimately matter which path one takes as long as it is followed truly and authentically." If "authenticity" (sincerity?) is sufficient to justify the way one lives one's life, beliefs would seem to have very little to do with matters of religious truth. We are free to believe whatever we want. No Buddhist could possibly make a claim that could ever require a Christian to revise her beliefs. In any event, the differences that distinguish Buddhists from Christians are merely apparent anyway. Far from offering a suitable basis for entering into interreligious dialogue as Ingram argues, the primordial model is a major obstacle to it.
Is there a universal and ineffable religious "experience" that lies behind all the religious traditions? The most sensible response to this question is to stop asking it. Theologians and historians of religions should expunge the word "experience" from their lexicon. At best, this word is a useless vagary. At worst, the term leads us into the thickets of privatized discourse about religion. The question cannot be resolved and is not useful. The problem, however, is yet more serious. If one approaches religious diversity with the presupposition that there is no common ground in a transreligious experience, religions tend to be seen in terms of in- 
